
MINUTES 
PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 

WORKSHOP 
Monday, October 25, 2021 – 6:30 p.m. 

Peterborough, New Hampshire 
 
 

Members Present: Tyler Ward, Ivy Vann, Sarah Steinberg Heller, Lisa Stone, 
Blair Weiss, Rich Clark and Josh Blair  
 
Also Present: Laura Norton and Danica Melone, Office of Building and Planning 
 
Chair Clark called the workshop meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. with a welcome and 
introductions. 

Ms. Melone pointed out a zoning workshop worksheet she had prepared for each 
of the three proposed amendments submitted (and to be discussed) by Sharon 
Monahan, Stephanie Hurley and the Office of Planning & Building. “Jot you’re 
your thought as we go along as to what you support (interested in proposing an 
amendment at town meeting and drafted into the zoning ordinance) or don’t 
support (you feel more research /information needed, the amendment is not an 
effective application or good fit, or you just don’t like it)” she said.  

Ms. Melone then began the Powerpoint presentation she had prepared beginning 
with Ms. Monahan’s suggestions for gradual zoning changes including 
Dimensional Requirements in the Family ad Rural Districts, Back Lots, ADUs and 
Manufactured Housing Parks so that they would be “by right” with no need to go 
through Innovative Land Use Controls. 

Family District: 

A recommendation to reduce the required frontage from 150 to 125 feet, the front 
setback from 30 to 25 feet and the side and rear setbacks from 25 to 20 feet. She 
pointed out the changes would be by right (no need to go through innovative land 
use controls) to allow more flexibility in some lots in the district. “The impacts to 
the Family District would be minimal” said Ms. Monahan. 

Rural District: 

A recommendation to reduce the required frontage from 200 to 150 feet with a 
minimum lot size of 3 acres if septic and well and 2 acres if on municipal utilities. 
She also suggested allowing back lots in the Rural District of a minimum lot size 
of 5 acres or more.     
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Back Lots in the Rural District:  

Ms. Monahan reiterated a reduction in the frontage requirements in the Rural 
District to 150 feet would allow lots of 5 acres or more to have back lots. She 
specifically noted lots on Old Street Road where the frontage is 150 feet going into 
a person’s lot and then it becomes the Rural District. “This is a way to get access to 
the rural land parcels when you have 5 acres (which preserves the rural character of 
the lot). So that was my thinking on creating access to back lots” she concluded.  

A question was asked about driveway regulations with Ms. Melone noting there 
were regulations that were based through the Department of Public Works as well 
as how many driveways were sharing the access, so it depends on how many 
houses were on the road in regards to the mandate to having them named and 
having Fire and EMS accessibility. 

ADUs: 

Ms. Melone noted the Zoning Board of Adjustment (ZBA) has seen a couple of 
Variance requests to have larger ADUs (currently our zoning only allows a 
minimum of 400 square feet and a maximum of 750 square feet in size). She noted 
the state RSA says the maximum ADU size cannot be smaller than 750 square 
“other than that we can make as large a maximum as we want to” adding “and the 
reason it has always been at 750 square feet is the idea that an ADU is just that, a 
smaller, separate accessory living area.”  

Ms. Vann interjected that the Peterborough code “actually states a maximum of 
750 square feet or 30% (“one third”) the total parent group, whichever is larger.” 
Ms. Vann went on to say she was not objecting, but in some circumstances (a 3000 
square foot house can yield a 1000 square foot building) you can already have a 
larger ADU.” 

Ms. Melone agreed but went on to explain instances when that was not the case, 
with an applicant in need of a greater space (for example an in-home healthcare 
worker and the need for ADA accessibility) where a Variance was necessary to get 
an addition 150 or so square feet to meet their needs. Ms. Vann replied “I don’t 
disagree, the only thing I would change is the minimum of 400 feet. I have said it 
before I’d like to see strike the minimum footage requirement for all dwelling 
units. The International Building Code takes care of that, we don’t have it in our 
ordinance and for the people who are dying to build tiny houses, that is a problem.” 

Ms. Melone noted “the minimum requirement is not in our zoning ordinance it 
from our town building code so that is something we could talk about in the code 
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changes from the Office of Planning & Building.” Ms. Vann was reluctant to agree 
noting she’d seen it in the zoning regulations. 

Mr. Ward asked how many people had come in requesting information about 
AUDs with Ms. Melone replying, “at least one a month, two of which (so far could 
not meet the regulation’s requirements and needed a Variance).” 

Mr. Blair asked if the ADU had to be attached to the primary building (it does not); 
Ms. Vann clarified that ADU can have separate septic and wells and Ms. Heller 
reiterated her feeling that “if we want to propose something I would like to see it 
be the most progressive, clear accessible change as possible if we are going to put 
it on the ballot. I want to see a real change.” Ms. Vann cited lot jurisdictions and 
allowing the potential for two ADUs on a lot (one attached, one detached). 
Something to think about.” Ms. Vann told the members “and yes, we do have a 
limit on housing size and it is in the zoning ordinance. 245-7 c. under general 
residence stating a minimum area of any dwelling is 600 square feet except an 
efficiency or one-bedroom units to be 400 square feet (and) I would like to strike 
that line if we are going to propose changes.” 

Mr. Blair asked if ADUs would require a full basement and a brief discussion 
about the difference between an ADU and manufactured housing, slab on grade, 
frost proofing and permanent foundations followed. 

Ms. Monahan noted her recommendation was simply that is someone wanted an 
ADU that was larger than permitted that they could go through a Special Exception 
process because there is no hardship involved (with a Variance you must prove 
hardship). Ms. Vann replied, “I can’t recommend sending to Special Exception, if 
you want to do it, let’s do it if not, let’s not.”  She noted “the problem with our 
zoning is that if I cannot figure it out without a lawyer or going to multiple 
meetings, I am not going to do it.”  She went on to reiterate the need for a code that 
is straight forward and easy to understand. Ms. Heller agreed noting Mr. Blair has 
been trying to find a house here (a tiny house situation) “and it is basically 
impossible.” She went on to say she wanted which was a straightforward system 
where you go into the process confident you’ll come out the other end with what 
you want.” Ms. Vann added “I think the easiest way to do that is to eliminate the 
minimum square footage requirement.” 

Ms. Melone noted a tiny home smaller than 400 square feet goes back to the state 
building code. “Right now, our hands are tied” she said. A brief discussion about 
the legality (sanitation facilities, cooking facilities and adequate air) of existing 
tiny homes and micro units (as small as 180 square feet and not temporary) in the 
state followed. Ms. Vann reiterated the International Building Code (IBC) does not 
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prohibit tiny houses and does not state a minimum size “you just have to have 
adequate air, sanitation facilities and cooking facilities.” 

Chair Clark noted the necessity for changes oat the code level as well (i.e. mandate 
of having electrical outlets every 6 feet) and noted the purchase of a lot at $65,000 
“you are into it for $150,000 at lest, regardless of the size.” He noted in another 
state developers must have Section 8 “so basically they have to build houses at cost 
to citizen in the town so that your mechanic or your dishwasher can buy that house 
at cot.” Ms. Vann replied “well the problem with that is you have to pay to get the 
land, you have to pay to build the houses and if you have to sell some of the 
buildings at less than you can get on the open market that money has to be made up 
somewhere else (so) the other houses are going to cost more than they would have 
otherwise. “That is a problem unless actual cash subsidies are provided for the 
affordable, because you are making the other units less affordable and ore trouble 
to build.” 

Redirecting the conversation to ADUs and citing the pending changes to the IBC 
Mr. Ward asked the Board if they felt they should wait or drop the minimum 400 
square foot size requirement as an amendment for 2022. Ms. Vann advised waiting 
to see what the state does while avoiding a potentially contentious town meeting. 
Ms. Melone agreed and clarified the potential of the town meeting being 
contentious based on the things that have happened (a 2.3-million-dollar 
cybertheft) and what is being proposed (new Fire Station/Municipal Campus).   

Ms. Heller interjected that it seemed like everyone would be on board with an 
amendment to ADUs “I just feel like again, let’s not hack away at this, lets roll 
something out that we can all stand behind as a Board in 2023 with lots of good, 
thorough public engagement.” She went on to say, “I know I sound like a broken 
record but that is how I feel about it.”  From the audience Carol Nelson asked if the 
Board thought the town meeting may be contentious because of zoning 
amendments with Ms. Melone clarifying it may be contentious because of the 
discussion above. 

Ms. Heller reiterated her concern as Planning Board members (“and me, especially 
because I am on the Municipal Campus Task Force”) that our energy and all other 
town Committees and Boards work together and spend time advocating to develop 
the best Municipal Campus Plan possible to pass at town meeting. That is where 
our energy should be going.” At this point Ms. Nelson suggested they table the 
conversation for a half hour to see what else is being proposed for zoning “because 
as a voter I don’t find this contentious at all. I find it a true benefit and I would like 
to see it way before 2023.” 
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Mr. Ward agreed but noted there were members of the public that have publicly 
campaigned against ADUs and their current regulations. “Those people will always 
be there, and you can’t let the rule. You are never going to make everyone happy” 
said Ms. Nelson with Ms. Heller interjecting “well are we ever going to pass 
anything?” adding I agree with you, but I have experienced this and we haven’t 
done the backup work to put something like this on the ballot (successfully).” 

A brief discussion about timing and the untenable, unexpected circumstances the 
town is going through followed with Ms. Nelson noting “comparing this to a new 
fire station is not even close, this is not going to cost millions of dollars.” Ms. 
Heller replied, “what it can cost us is a back sliding in the public understanding the 
town’s needs (i.e., more housing) because each time we have hacked away at our 
zoning there is an actual public erosion of trust and understanding of what we 
could do.” Ms. Vann agreed and noted the original ADU hearings were extremely 
unpleasant noting people going door to door on their own campaigns “and we end 
up not getting what we need as well as eroding forward progress.” 

After a bit of addition discussion Ms. Heller noted she would be happy to hit the 
ground running in June of 2022 to do the necessary outreach and public 
engagement necessary for this amendment to pass in 2023. 

Mr. Blair noted the requests for Variances for larger ADUs and asked, “have there 
been any requests for smaller ADUs?” Ms. Vann replied “no, because I think see 
the minimum number and they figure they just can’t do anything.” Ms. Melone 
added “conversely people see the maximum number and figure they want 
something bigger so they might as well give it shot.” Mr. Blair noted he was for 
taking away the minimum square footage for ADUs “but I don’t think it benefits 
the really helps out with the guy because you still need a house to have an ADU 
and some people are looking to live in just that (a tiny home. Ms. Vann replied 
“right, but I am proposing to eliminate the minimum square footage across the 
board.” Mr. Weiss asked if the IBC would kick in (“which is what, 320?”)  

It was noted that the pace is as large as it needs to be to accommodate adequate air, 
sanitation facilities and cooking facilities. “So more often than not 350 square feet 
is really, really pushing it” said Ms. Melone. Ms. Vann added “it also depends on 
what you are building adding “smaller units are easier for elders and groups.” Ms. 
Stone added “International Code says 150 square feet I think.” “That is very small” 
replied Ms. Vann "I don’t know how many we would see but it would eliminate 
the problem of tiny houses.” 

From the audience Joann Carr noted she worked for the town of Jaffrey (which 
does not have a minimum square foot ordinance). She noted a recent renovation of 
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an old Victorina in the downtown with every single unit being less than 400 square 
feet. She noted her observation “that we are afraid to even take a small bite at 
something that is as easy as just eliminating the minimum square footage. This is a 
very small, minor change. It is sellable, so just keep that in mind and let the good 
be the enemy of the perfect (because) if we wait to write the perfect code, we are 
just going to keep kicking this down the road.” Ms. Carr concluded by noting “this 
has been going on for years for a rewrite of the code and still have not created 
housing opportunities on a small scale.” 

“So you think we should recommend just that? asked Chair Clark with Ms. Carr 
replying “yes, I think we should do just what ivy is saying, so let’s write this down, 
Joanne is agreeing with Ivy.” Ms. Stone added “well it is also a screaming live free 
or die thing, right? Where I can live however I want, and it should not bother you if 
I safely in a100-square foot house.”  

Ms. Heller noted “if we want to do it we can but we all have to do the work that 
comes with it right up to the vote and make sure we are there when the vote 
happens to speak to it.” “I would be willing to support an amendment because we 
are going to eliminate the minimum square footage requirements across the board” 
said Ms. Vann. “OK so let’s do it then if everyone is on board” said Ms. Heller. 
Ms. Melone noted she would prepare all the proposed amendments in a package so 
that we can get the education out there and we are not trying to play catch up.” 
You will see that later in the week” she said.  

Ms. Monahan interjected “so it is still complying with the law that it has to be 
smaller than the primary.” “Right, we are not doing anything about the maximum, 
we are just eliminating the minimum square footage for swelling units everywhere 
it appears in the code. “I would like to see both (minimum and maximum 
restrictions)” said Ms. Nelson with Ms. Monahan in agreement. “I’m sorry but I 
would like to see both” she said. When Ms. Vann reiterated the amendment would 
be just to eliminate the minimum square footage, Ms. Monahan interjected “I am 
sorry, this is very negative, I am trying to open it up to be flexible and all I keep 
hearing is negativity, negativity, negativity.” As Ms. Melone noted that if the 
amendment was just for the minimum square footage, at the next meeting they 
could discuss how that looks as a change in the ordinance, Ms. Monahan left the 
room. Ms. Melone also noted discussion for changing the maximum restrictions 
were still on the table. Ms. Vann replied “so here is the thing – eliminating the 
minimum is an across-the-board change to zoning and changing the maximum 
restrictions is a different kind of amendment so that would mean two amendments, 
not one. We cannot do it as two.” As Ms. Melone asked if the Board would be 
addressing the maximum restrictions Ms. Vann replied, “I don’t know, I’m just 
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saying it has to be two.” Ms. Heller interjected “I don’t even know what just 
happened. I didn’t think we had even gotten to discussing the maximum.” “Well, I 
am not in favor of having a lot of amendments but I do support the elimination of 
the minimum square footage across the board” said Ms. Vann adding “with only 
two request to go bigger I am not sure that is a worthy expenditure of our time and 
energy.” Ms. Heller asked Ms. Carr on her thought about a good start by striking 
the 400 minimum square footage restriction.  from the ADU ordinance as well as 
the entire zoning code with Ms. Carr replied she thought striking the restriction 
from the ADU ordinance as well as the entire code was low hanging fruit and a 
good idea. Ms. Heller concluded by noting, “I really think we should do it since 
Joann and Ivy agree!” Ms. Carr added, “I think we should celebrate with an 
amendment.” Ms. Vann confirmed the amendment was to strike the minimum size 
restriction across the board, “I do think it is a good idea” she said. 

Ms. Melone affirmed the confirmation “as we still have other slides to get 
through.” 

As Ms. Melone told the members the next slides had to do with Stephanie’s 
recommendations, and she had not joined the workshop via Zoom. The members 
agreed not to discuss those recommendations without Ms. Hurley being present. 
Ms. Melone noted that was the case, it was fine with her as she was not quite sure 
of what she meant in several items on her writeup.  

When asked about Ms. Monahan’s amendments to Chapter 224 Manufactured 
Home Parks Ms. Melone noted “that is Section 3 – Code and it is actually 
something Stephanie has also talked about.” Ms. Melone went on to say she had 
reached out to Town Attorney John Ratigan “and it sounds like this would have to 
be amended at town meeting as opposed to something that is amended by a 
Selectboard meeting. There are some codes that have to amended at Town Meeting 
and this is one of them.” 

Noting copies of Ms. Monahan’s draft had been distributed Ms. Melone noted   
“manufactured home parks are allowed as clustered housing developments in the 
Rural District only” adding “if you look through you will see a lot of language 
changes but the most exclusive thing here that we have talked about in the past is 
that they are only permitted in the Rural District and, which is something Sharon 
tried to address.” 

Ms. Vann asked for clarification on the yellow highlighted language (confirmed to 
be Sharon’s proposed changes, with strikethroughs being the language she wants to 
delete). Mr. Ward asked if adding all the highlights made the ordinance more 
restrictive. Ms. Vann noted (as she climbed up on her soapbox (her words) that she 
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was “really tired of buffers protecting housing from other housing” and asked 
“could we just not do that? It is elitist, it is classist, I am sure it is racist and it is 
rude.” Ms. Melone interjected that it does mimic what setbacks do.” 

Ms. Stone asked if it was supposed to be a 25-foot setback and a 50-foot buffer 
from that, so it is 75 feet? “Yep” replied Ms. Vann adding “and it is vegetated.” 

Ms. Heller suggested submitting just the striking of language on the ballot to get 
the conversation started. “I think we are overcomplicating, and I don’t think that is 
negativity for the record because I really enjoyed Sharon’s presentation as a past 
meeting, so can we just do that?” Ms. Melone noted (“before I forget”) the code 
amendments do not require a documentation of board support or not. 

Ms. Vann proposed that if they were going to do something about manufactured 
housing parks they use the dimensions used in the (defunct) TND II. “Those are 
the dimensions that were used for the Church Street neighborhood and I don’t see 
any reason why a manufactured housing park would need any larger lots. Ms. 
Melone noted her best guess was that the code was written for the Rural District 
hence the larger dimensional requirements. Ms. Vann agreed but added “if you 
want to build a neighborhood then build a neighborhood, we already know we can 
live with those (smaller) dimensions.” A brief discussion on the differences 
between mobile homes, prefabricated homes and manufactured homes followed.  

Mr. Ward reviewed the space and dimensional requirements for manufactured 
home parks (park size of 5 acres, with 30% used for housing, minimum lot size of 
6000 square feet with front setbacks of 25 feet and side and rear setbacks of 20 feet 
with a minimum clearance of 40 feet between structures with two parking spaces 
required) and asked, realistically, how many units it would take to reach an 
economy of mass. When asked Ms. Carr confirmed Jaffrey has a manufactured 
housing park and she didn’t know the dimensional requirements right off the top of 
her head, “but I do know this is more egregious than that. They are pretty tight and 
that presents problems on its own along with problems with water and sewer and 
the HOA. She went to note all towns have a manufactured home park code in 
response to meeting HUD requirements in the 60s and 70s. “That is my guess, we 
all have the code but I doubt anyone is building manufactured home parks” she 
said. She concluded by wondering if the manufactured housing and tiny home 
codes could be blended to meet HUD requirements while providing an opportunity 
for tiny home communities. Ms. Stone spoke brief about the success of the 
manufactured home park in Greenville that been able to maintain affordable 
housing with good management. Ms. Vann brought up the issue of depreciation 
when considering buying a trailer because of the way they are assessed.  
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She went on to say, “back to the manufactured home park amendment, my sense is 
that we would like to wait and see what happens at the state level before we tackle 
this and like Joanne (Ms. Carr) said there is not a big impetus to build new mobile 
home parks anywhere and creating this amendment will instantly create more 
housing which is our goal.” “But if we don’t do it I would like it to be on the 
record that we are very open to it and it is not something we are brushing aside” 
interjected Ms. Heller. Ms. Vann agreed and added “and I would not say it was 
confined to the Rural District only, I’d say that we allow the if they meet the 
requirements wherever they are” adding “we hear it over and over again that we 
don’t want to impinge on the Rural District and I am not in favor of something that 
is going to drive development to the Rural District only.   

Ms. Melone began with parking in the Downtown citing code regarding highways 
and streets, streets and sidewalks, as well as sidewalks and public right of way 
regulations; Winter parking prohibition (November 1st to April 1st) and addressing 
public parking lot space leases on Summer Street (6 spaces) and at the Riverwalk 
(undetermined number of spaces). “For those who are new to the Planning Board 
this is an issue that has come up many times in the past” she said.  

Ms. Melone cited a recent case before the Board involving 28 Main Street where 
the owner was looking to do mixed use of commercial and residential but did not 
have the parking he needed. “He was not interested in leasing spaces, he wanted 
permanent, overnight spaces” she said. Ms. Melone noted a similar problem 
unfolding right now at the former Piggy’s building in West Peterborough where 
they are trying to find permanent parking options. “Even if the two-space 
regulation was waived to one space a lot of people who have condo and apartments 
really want two spaces, it is more desirable.” 

Ms. Vann noted she has met with town administration many times about the 
parking issues in town and not prohibiting overnight parking on the streets 
throughout the winter months. “It snows in Portland, Maine, it snows in Duluth, it 
snows in Chicago and they all allow 24-hour parking on their streets” she said 
adding people could move their vehicles to the public lots for snow emergencies. 
“Other places have figured this out” she said.  

It was noted there were no leased spots available in the “Downtown” municipal lot 
(referred to as the Theater Lot). Several of the members thought it “crazy” that 
someone wanted to develop right Downtown and the town did not offer a solution. 
A brief discussion about how the new municipal lot would serve the business 
owner and employee parking needs, opening up spaces on the streets and 
remaining lots. When the Main Street Bridge project was mentioned, the members 
agreed that impact was insignificant. Ms. Vann summed it up noting “our parking 
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is not managed well and it is not our fault, it not anyone’s fault it is just the way it 
has been managed for a long time. There are better paradigms out there, we should 
start thinking about a better parking plan. “That was a goal for the Greater 
Downtown TIF Advisory Group” replied Ms. Melone adding “and my 
understanding is that they accomplished it with the completion of the Riverwalk 
Municipal Lot.” She noted she would like to meet with the Board of Selectmen, 
Town Administrator and DPW Director to discuss the winter parking ban and the 
winter maintenance of snow plowing and removal in the Downtown. 

Ms. Nelson interjected that when the Riverwalk Lot was completed the parking 
would be limited to 2-hours in the Theater Lot with the idea that that it would force 
those people work downtown to use the Riverwalk Lot. “It never happened” she 
said adding if it had it may have helped the developer at 28 Main Street with a 
parking plan. A brief discussion on snow management and removal responsibilities 
followed with Ms. Melone reiterating the necessity oof having a conversation with 
DPW Director Seth MacLean and the reality is that it is very difficult to encourage 
development in the Downtown where is already water and sewer and it is walkable 
to goods and services, but you cannot give them parking. 

The sense of the members was that they were willing to try something and that 
they ought to schedule a special meeting to talk about it as it also affects ADUs 
with regards to paved impervious surfaces and potential complicated stormwater 
management problems. Ms. Melone interjected “we should definitely invite Seth to 
a meeting or workshop to talk about strategies.” 

In conclusion of the workshop the question of using TIF monies for affordable 
housing came up with Ms. Melone noting a change in the TIF District would begin 
with an outreach process and evaluation of the goals set by the TFI Advisory 
Board (which typically do not change) with any new goals having to be adopted at 
Town Meeting.  

The workshop adjourned at 7:50 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
 
Laura Norton 
Office of Planning & Building 


	Also Present: Laura Norton and Danica Melone, Office of Building and Planning

